The Monarchy
even he told Lord Esher that if he had been compelled to
create peers in 1911 he could never have "lifted up his
head again/' We have, in short, to realize that the King
to whom this initiative of emergency action is to be
entrusted is practically certain to be hostile to funda-
mental change. So, too, are the officials of the Palace;
their training and environment makes it difficult for
them to be otherwise. So, also, will be the private circle
of the King's own friends; "that whole Tory Party/' as
Lord Esher termed it,1 "to which he is naturally bound/1
If the King were to insist upon the exercise of personal
power in these circumstances, it would be impossible not
to conclude that he was seeking, by reason of his own
personal sympathies, to prevent a Socialist Government
from realizing the purposes for which it was elected to
office.
I am not, it must be noted, arguing that the King will
not take the view implicit in Professor Keith's theory; I
am arguing only that it will be a breach of vital constitu-
tional convention necessarily fraught with momentous
consequences. What they will be it is, of course, impos-
sible to say beyond that hint given by Lord Esher when
he wrote of the Budget controversy of 1910 that "the
whole situation too perilously resembles that of 1640 for
my taste/'* That the King will be strongly pressed in this
direction is hardly doubtful. All the precedents suggest
that this will be the case. Indeed, the use of the Monarch's
personal popularity as a weapon of last instance in poli-
tical conflict is a familiar technique of the party opposed
to fundamental change. That the King is impartial be-
cause above the .battle; that he is entitled to consult the
country before he accepts a policy which is. fiercely
* Journals and Lttttrt of Viscount Esher, Vol. ii, p. 4431 (January 4*
» Ibid., Vol. ii, p. 408.
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